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This paper deals with Kripke’s influential criticism of the view that mental states are physical in nature, i.e. that such states are identical with certain physical states or processes. (“Physical” is here used in a broad sense, in which this term refers to natural sciences in general, and not just to physics.) In his discussion, Kripke focuses on sensory states, such as pain, and argues against their identification with neurological states or processes that take place in our brains. Kripke’s argument is presented in the last lecture in Naming and Necessity. It is developed on just eleven pages at the very end of that fascinating book
, but Kripke’s thoughts on these matters are firmly based in his preceding discussion of the central issues in the metaphysics of necessity and in the theory of linguistic reference.

Identity Theory

Consider this paradigm example of a psychophysical identification:

Pain = the stimulation of C-fibers.

The example is quite problematic, even though it has been in constant use among nearly all the parties in the debate, Kripke included. C-fibers are not in the brain. These so-called “nociceptors” (pain receptors) are nerve fibers that lead painful stimuli, in the form of electric impulses, from the skin or muscles to the spinal chord. From the spinal chord, the impulses travel to the brain cortex. Stimulation of C-fibers causes us to experience a sort of dull and burning kind of pain, without clear localization. Sharp and well-defined pains are caused by the stimulation of another kind of nociceptors – the so-called A-delta fibers of type 2. A-delta fibers of type 1 conduct painful stimuli caused by pressure. 

   If one takes sensations to be certain states of the brain, which is the standard view among the adherents of psychophysical identity, then one must deny that sensations could be identified with states of peripheral sensory receptors. Still, I will stay with this popular example but would like it to be read in a non-literal way. As a candidate for the identification with pain, instead of the stimulation of C-fibers think rather of that stimulation’s immediate effects on the brain, i.e., of the resulting activation of some areas in the brain cortex. I gather it is still not very clear what kinds of cortex activation that are correlated with various kinds of pain experiences.

    Identifying a state X with a state Y might have a different import depending on how we think of states. Are they meant to be particular occurrences or types of occurrences? Are we talking about types or tokens? On the type reading, the claim of psychophysical identity involves a type-type identification: A certain more or less broad type of sensory experience, such as pain, or pain of a certain kind, is identified with a certain type of brain activation. On the token reading, a state is supposed to be a particular occurrence that characterizes an object at a time (say, my headache right now). On that interpretation, the claim of psychophysical identity involves an identification of particulars: A particular sensation is identified with a particular state occurring in the brain. The type-type identification entails the identification of the particulars, but the opposite entailment does not hold. Thus, for example, Donald Davidson’s “anomalous monism” is a view on which psychophysical identity is defended on the level of particular events but not on the level of types.
 In his criticism, Kripke concentrates on type-type theories of psychophysical identity [ibid., p. 144], but he takes some of his arguments to apply even to those identity views that are concerned with states understood as particulars [cf. ibid., note 73].

    The type-type theories of psychophysical identity that are in the direct focus of Kripke’s attention take that identity to be contingent.
 A prima facie argument for contingency goes like this. The claim that pain is the stimulation of C-fibers has the same epistemic status as empirical identity claims, such as

Water = H20,

Sound = Waves in air or another medium,

Light = Stream of photons,

Heat = Molecular motion (more precisely, the mean kinetic energy of the molecules).

All such theoretic identifications, as they sometimes are called, are results of empirical discoveries. I.e., they are known a posteriori. We couldn’t have arrived at them prior to empirical investigation. Consequently, the argument goes, they cannot be necessarily true; the identity they state is only contingent. The case of psychophysical identity is thought to be analogous.

Identity and Necessity

On Kripke’s view, this line of thought involves two fundamental confusions. The argument moves from the premise:

(i) “--- = …” is known aposteriori (and that’s the only way in which it can be known)

to the claim that

(ii) “--- = …” is contingently true,

and from there, at least on some versions of that argument, to the further claim that

(iii) The referent of “---” is contingently identical with the referent of “…”.

Both argumentation steps are invalid according to Kripke. If we consider the second step first, think of the following contingent statement of identity:

The originator of the special theory of relativity = the originator of the general theory of relativity.

This statement is contingently true; had the world been different, two different persons rather one and the same man might have satisfied these two definite descriptions. But from the contingency of this identity claim it obviously does not follow that the referent of one the descriptions, i.e., Einstein, is only contingently identical with Einstein, who is the referent of the other description. In fact, Kripke insists, no entity can be merely contingently identical with itself – identical in the actual world but non-identical in some possible world. If it is at all possible for x and y to be distinct entities, then they are distinct entities, necessarily. Thus, (iii) is incoherent: The identity and the non-identity of objects is never a contingent matter [cf. ibid., p. 146]. 

   As Kripke points out in the Preface to Naming and Necessity, the claim that identical objects are necessarily identical is a self-evident thesis of philosophical logic that is independent of any theories about the semantics of natural language. It was already clear to him in the early sixties “- without any investigation of the natural language – that the supposition, common to philosophical discussions of materialism at that time, that objects can be ‘contingently identical’ is false.” [ibid., p. 4] 

Even before I clearly realized the true situation regarding proper names [i.e., that they are rigid designators, see below], I felt little sympathy for the dark doctrine of a relation of ‘contingent identity’. Uniquely identifying properties can coincide contingently, but objects cannot be contingently identical. [ibid, p. 4f]

Many identity theorists will be prepared to agree with Kripke on this issue, especially after having studied his Naming and Necessity, where this conceptual point is made in such a powerful way. Still, some of them will insist that the first step in the argument is correct: The statements of identity, if they are knowable only a posteriori, must be merely contingently true. For each such statement, we can conceive of a possible world with respect to which that statement would be false.

   Kripke responds to this argument for contingency with his theory of rigid and non-rigid designators. A designating expression is rigid if it refers to one and the same object in all possible worlds (or at least if it refers to one and the same object in all possible worlds in which it has any referent at all). A definite description such as “the originator of the special theory of relativity” is non-rigid since it does not refer to one and the same person in all possible circumstances: After all, someone else could have proposed the theory in question, instead of Einstein. Names, on the other hand, such as “Einstein”, designate rigidly. Such rigid designation is what allows names to function in the way they do, in modal contexts. In order to consider various ‘what if’-questions, such as ‘What if Einstein hadn’t made his discoveries?’, we must be able to refer to Einstein in this rigid way. Likewise, we need a rigid reference to Einstein when we pose various questions of essence, such as ‘Does this or that feature accrue to Einstein essentially or merely contingently?’. 

   Proper names are by no means the only expressions that function as rigid designators; the same applies to names for natural kinds, such as “tiger”, “water”, “gold”, and to names for various kinds of phenomena we encounter in nature: “heat”, “light”, “sound”, and so on. Note that even some descriptive phrases may well designate rigidly. Thus, “molecular motion” rigidly designates the same phenomenon in every possible world. And similarly for “H2O”, which refers to the same chemical compound under all possible circumstances. Now, if a true identity statement involves two non-rigid designators, as in

The originator of the special theory of relativity = the originator of the general theory of relativity,

or at least one non-rigid designator, as in

The originator of the special theory of relativity = Einstein,

then such a statement will only be contingently true.
 But if the identity sign is flanked by rigid designators on both sides, as in

Heat = molecular motion,

then such a statement, if true, must be true with necessity. For if the two designators designate the same thing, then – being rigid – they must both designate that same thing in all possible circumstances.

   Therefore, the step from (i) to (ii) is invalid for those identity statements that involve rigid designators on both sides. Theoretical identifications are like this, according to Kripke. If true, they must therefore be necessarily true, even though they are only knowable aposteriori, as a result of scientific discoveries.

   The same applies to the identification of pain with the stimulation of C-fibers. Kripke argues that the identity statement, 

Pain = Stimulation of C-fibers,

has rigid designators on both sides and thus, if true, must be necessarily true.

   The identity theorists who are in the focus of his criticism, for example David Armstrong [1968] and David Lewis [1966], hold another view. They take the identity statement in question to be a contingent claim, since they treat “pain” as a non-rigid designator (even though they don’t use that terminology). On their view, “pain” is supposed to mean something like 
whatever state that has such-and-such characteristic causal role. 
More exactly, “pain” is seen to refer to whatever state (i) that is being caused by certain typical stimuli such as bodily damages, and (ii) that in turn causes a certain characteristic behavior, say, withdrawal reactions or certain typical facial expressions. That this state happens to be (the brain activation that results from) the C-fibers stimulation is clearly only a contingent fact. 

   Kripke argues, however, that such a view about the meaning of “pain”, as referring to whatever state that has this causal role, is simply untenable. For it could be the case, in some possible world, that the state with this causal role would not feel like pain. But then, Kripke insists, that state wouldn’t be a pain at all. That pain feels painful is pain’s essential feature. 

   Now, if the statement of psychophysical identity, if true, is necessarily true, then such a statement is either necessarily true or necessarily false. Consequently, argues Kripke, if it is not true, then we can refute it by an appeal to our modal intuitions. If we can conceive of a possible world in which some creatures experience pain without being in the state of C-fibers stimulation (or, more exactly, without having their brains activated in the way our brains are activated by such a stimulation), or if we can conceive of a possible world in which we have the C-fibers stimulation (or more exactly, the corresponding brain activation) without any experience of pain, then these intuitions tell us that the identity statement in question is possibly false. But if it is possibly false, then it is false period, since a statement that is either necessarily true or necessarily false must be false if it is not true with necessity. This, very roughly, is Kripke’s modal argument against psychophysical identity.

Modal intuitions

But, one might ask, can our possibility intuitions be trusted? We think it possible that this identity statement could be false. But is it really possible? As Kripke realizes, this objection must be taken very seriously, because we seem to have similar – but spurious – possibility intuitions with respect to the other theoretical identifications we have mentioned, such as the identification of water with H2O or of heat with molecular motion. For example, couldn’t water have turned out to be something else than H2O? Or couldn’t heat, in some possible world, prove to be something else than molecular motion? Such worlds would violate the laws of our science, but this, by itself, is not sufficient as a refutation of the intuitions in question. The range of metaphysical possibilities may well be broader than the range of what is scientifically or physically possible.

   Nevertheless, Kripke thinks that these possibility intuitions are not to be trusted: Water is H2O, heat is molecular motion, and these are necessary truths. So it becomes imperative on him to explain the difference between our possibility intuitions in the psychophysical case and the seemingly analogous intuitions in the other cases. Why are the former reliable if the latter are not? Kripke must explain away the latter intuitions (about water and heat) – explain why they are misleading. But he must do so in such a way as to leave untouched the possibility intuitions with regard to the relationship between the physical and the mental.

   Now, Kripke’s strategy for explaining away the unreliable possibility intuitions consists in arguing that such intuitions are misunderstood or, one might say, misrepresented. When we think that, say, heat could turn out to be something else than molecular motion, then what we conceive of is not a possible world in which heat is not a motion of the molecules. Rather, we conceive of a world in which what appears to be heat is something else instead. We use to identify heat as 

“what gives us heat sensations”.

This description, however, does not give the meaning of the term “heat”, nor any part of its meaning. Instead, it is what might be called a reference fixer – a specification of those features that we actually use to pick out the referent of the term. Similarly, we fix the reference of “water” as “a clear liquid, fit to drink, to be found in rivers and lakes, etc.” There is no assumption that the reference-fixing description must be satisfiable by the referent in all possible worlds. The properties of the referent that are mentioned in a reference-fixing description may well be contingent. While we identify heat as the phenomenon that (as things stand, in the actual world) gives us heat sensations, we do not think of these sensations as necessarily connected to heat.

   Now, what we easily can conceive of is a world in which our biology would be different in some respects, in such a manner that molecular motion would not give us the characteristic heat sensations. In that world, let us suppose, such sensations would instead be produced by something else, say, by some light phenomena. But it is a misrepresentation of this possibility intuition, Kripke insists, if we think that what we have conceived of is a possible world in which heat would be light. Rather, we have only imagined a world in which heat - i.e., molecular notion – would not cause the usual heat sensations. Similarly, if we conceive of a world in which the liquid that looks and tastes like water has a very different chemical structure, then what we conceive of is not a possibility that water might not be H2O. Instead, we envisage a situation in which certain stuff with the usual outward characteristics of water would not be water at all. 

   Now, as Kripke suggests, this strategy of explaining away our possibility intuitions does not work in the case of pain. While heat is only contingently connected to the heat sensations, the connection between pain and pain sensation is necessary: We can think of hot objects that are not experienced as hot by anyone: Heat is something ‘out there’ in the world; it can be experience by us, but it is not itself an experience. But “pain”, as we use the term, just refers to the feeling of pain. Heat is distinct from heat sensations but pain and pain sensations are the same thing. So if we can conceive of a situation in which a creature feels pain in the absence of C-fibers stimulation, and report that intuition by saying that C-fibers stimulation need not be accompanied by pain, then this report cannot be rejected as a misrepresentation of the content of our modal thought.

An Alternative View

After this admittedly very rough presentation of Kripke’s argument, I would like to sketch my own tentative views on this subject. First, I take Kripke to be right in his denial of type-type psychophysical identities. It is quite possible, I believe, that pain could have different types of states as its physical “realizers” [cf Putnam 1975 for this idea of multiple realizability]. In principle, nothing hinders the existence of creatures with brains very different from ours who could experience pain that would be phenomenologically indistinguishable from the pain we experience. In fact, some conceivable creatures might not even have brains in any ordinary sense and still be able to feel pain: It is possible that pain could be realized in some other physical medium. Now, it may well be that various different types of physical pain realizers do not have a common physical denominator that is specific just to the states in this category. In other words, it may well be that there is no abstract physical state type that could be identified with pain. In fact, it may well be that there is no well-defined disjunction of different types of pain-realizers that could be identified with pain: The disjunction of potential pain-realizers would seem to be radically open-ended.

   On the other hand, this claim of a (potentially irreducible) multiple realizability of sensory states is compatible with a form of psychophysical monism. We can still insist that pain in all its possible occurrences is a physical state, of some kind or other, even though there is no reason to think that pain can be identified with just one physical state type. Instead, there may be physical states of different types all of which are pains. Consequently, on this view, pain is a broad psychological category that potentially encompasses many distinct kinds of physical states. What is more, some of these distinct physical kinds may well be phenomenologically indistinguishable from each other. 

   Note that this view is more contentious than Davidson’s well-known anomalous monism, insofar as it goes beyond the level of particular occurrences. It makes a claim about the relations between types of states: Pain is a psychological type that on this view is supposed to comprise indefinitely many physical state types. Each of these physical state types is a type of pain. Some of these pain types are phenomenologically distinct from each other, but other pain types may be phenomenologically indistinguishable. C-fibers stimulation (or, more exactly, the corresponding type of brain activation) is just one such possible pain type, along with many others. Among these pain types, some are actually instantiated while others represent mere possibilities.

Disarming intuitions

The obvious problem with such a view is that it must explain away some of our apparent modal intuitions. In particular, it must explain away the thought that the relevant type of brain activation, which in us is caused by the stimulation of C-fibers, in some possible world might not be accompanied by any feeling of pain at all. In fact, as we seem to think, it might not be accompanied by any sensation whatsoever. This thought cannot be right, however, if the physical state in question is a type of pain, as the present view assumes. How can we then disarm this modal intuition? 

   An interesting suggestion as to how one could go about this task is due to Richard Boyd [1980]. Somewhat re-formulated, Boyd’s suggestion might be put as follows. As we have seen above, no one would want to identify pain literally with the C-fibers stimulation. If at all, the pain we experience should be identified with some brain state. The following description is our reference fixer for the relevant brain state: 

“the kind of cortex activation that is being caused by the stimulation of C-fibers”.

Now, the suggestion is that what we conceive of when we think of a possible case in which pain would be absent despite the presence of the relevant physical state is perhaps just a case in which the stimulation of C-fibers would not activate the brain in the required way. More precisely, we conceive of a case in which the reference-fixing description would be satisfied by a brain activity that is different from the one that we actually undergo when we feel pain. In other words, on this suggestion, the troublesome modal intuition is explained away in the same manner as Kripke explains away the troublesome modal intuitions about heat: by distinguishing the essential features of the phenomenon from the features we use to pick out the phenomenon in question. But while Kripke applies this manoeuvre to the left-hand side of the identity statement – to “heat” and not to “molecular motion” – Boyd’s idea is that in the psychophysical case we should apply that manoeuvre to the right-hand side instead – to the “C-fibers stimulation” rather than to “pain”. The brain state that accounts for our feeling pain is presumably quite complex and it is not clear that it can ever be uniquely described just in terms of its essential features. I.e., the state in question may never be describable in all the required detail so as to guarantee that any state, in any possible world, that has the features specified in the description of necessity must be the kind of state we actually are referring to when use the description in question.
 At least, as yet, we don’t have such scientific descriptions at our disposal and no one can tell whether we would still retain the relevant possibility intuitions if our understanding of the workings of the brain were to develop so much as to make such descriptions available.

   Suppose, however, that this line of defence would fail. Suppose we do have possibility intuitions about pain that cannot be explained away along the suggested lines. Suppose we really are able to think of a world in which the relevant kind of physical state, which in our brains occurs when we are in pain, would not be accompanied by any pain at all. Or, to take another kind of possibility intuitions that would make trouble for psychophysical monism, suppose we could conceive of a world in which pain is present in a purely “disembodied” form, without any accompanying physical states.

   The second line of defence would then be simply to discard such troublesome intuitions as untrustworthy. After all, thinking that something is possible does not make it so. An argument that rests on an intuition can always be questioned if we refuse to trust its point of departure. However, it is important to realize that this kind of response has its dangers. Discarding some modal intuitions as illusory might perhaps be relatively unproblematic for a modal realist, who takes the boundaries between what’s possible and what’s impossible to be independent of our subjective views of the matter. For a modal realist, modal intuitions are means of getting at objective modal truths and as such they may well be fallible to some extent. It is different for an anti-realist, for whom the realm of possibilities is basically our own conceptual construct. On such an anti-realist view of modality, in order to make sense of the world we live in, we need to represent some of its features as necessary and other features as contingent. But this representation does not reflect any objective division: it is nothing but our own conceptual contribution to the world ‘out there’. If this kind of modal anti-realism is accepted, our possibility intuitions are precisely the material from which the modal realm is built up. In a sense, then, for an anti-realist, thinking something is possible does make it so. 

   If we take this anti-realist view, is our second line of defence untenable? Are we then forbidden to discard the troublesome possibility intuitions? No, of course not. To be plausible, an anti-realist position should make use of the Rawlsian method of reflective equilibrium: While intuitions are what we ultimately have to work with on that view, they are not sacred. Some of them may well need to be discarded in a reflective process that aims at a well-balanced and unified construction of the modal picture of the world. There is of course no guarantee that psychophysical monism will be the ultimate outcome of this process but, as things stand, with all the recent advances in neuroscience, the case for monism appears to be quite strong.

   As a matter of fact, according to some of the philosophers influenced by the Rawlsian conception of reflective equilibrium, intuitions are less privileged and more easily revisable on the anti-realist view than on the realist one, contrary to what we have suggested above. This claim, as applied to morality, has been defended by Ronald Dworkin [1977], in his discussion of two different ways in which moral intuitions can be put to use in arriving at a general moral theory. On the “natural model”,

[t]heories of morality describe an objective moral reality; they are not, that is, created by men and society but are rather discovered by them, as they discover laws of physics. The main instrument of this discovery is a moral faculty […] which produces concrete intuitions […] in particular cases, like the intuition that slavery is wrong. These intuitions are clues to the nature and existence of more abstract and fundamental moral principles, as physical observations are clues to the existence and nature of fundamental physical laws. [Dworkin 1977, p. 160] 

The “constructive model”, on the other hand, 

treats intuitions […] not as clues to the existence of independent principles, but rather as the stipulated features of a general theory to be constructed, as if a sculptor set himself to carve the animal that best fits a pile of bones he happened to find together. This ‘constructive’ model does not assume, as the natural model does, that principles […] have some fixed, independent existence, so that descriptions of these principles must be true or false in some standard way. [ibid., p. 160] 

   Now, Dworkin suggests that, the two models give different advice when we discover that a particular intuition cannot be reconciled with any set of general principles that we now can fashion. The natural model, which is based on “the analogy between moral intuitions and observational data”, 

supports a policy of following the troublesome intuition, and submerging the apparent contradiction, in the faith that a more sophisticated set of principles, which reconciles that intuition does in fact exist though it has not been discovered. [ibid., p. 161] 

The theoretician, on this model, is like “the astronomer who has clear observational data that he is yet unable to reconcile in any coherent account.” 

He continues to accept and employ his observational data, placing his faith in the idea that some reconciling explanation does exist. [ibid., p. 161] 

The constructive model, on the other hand, gives a different recommendation: It suggests that we simply give up an intuition if we thereby can achieve a higher level of internal consistency in our overall views. In this respect, the constructive, anti-realist model more closely fits the Rawlsian conception of reflective equilibrium, according to which the process in which we arrive at an equilibrium involves two-way adjustments: General principles are revised to make them compatible with intuitions and intuitions are revised to make them compatible with principles. By contrast, the natural model is unable to explain “why we are justified in amending […] intuitions to make the fit [between the intuitions and the principles] more secure” [ibid. p.162] 

   To be sure, even the scientists [who are supposed to work within the natural model] sometimes “adjust their evidence to achieve a smooth set of explanatory principles”, but a scientist will discard his evidence only if he can provide a lawful explanation of why that evidence is spurious. For example, “[t]he scientist […] cannot dismiss mirages unless he supplements the laws of physics with laws of optics that explain them.” [ibid., p. 164] Admittedly, the scientist may have a choice as to whether to dismiss some of his observations as untrustworthy, simply because he may have “a choice amongst competing [lawful] explanations of all his observations taken together” [ibid.]. But, according to Dworkin, this freedom of choice in scientific theory construction

is not the picture of the procedure of equilibrium, because this procedure argues not simply that alternative structures of principle are available to explain the same phenomena, but that some of the phenomena, in the form of moral convictions, may simply be ignored the better to serve some particular theory. [ibid., p. 165] 

   If we now consider the case of troublesome modal intuitions, do we need to conclude that a modal realist must treat his modal intuitions as givens, somewhat like the astronomer treats his observational data? I doubt it. It is by no means obvious that Dworkin’s natural model adequately describes the epistemic predicament of a modal realist.
 The analogy between modal intuitions and observational data is questionable, not least because, in the modal case, we cannot account for the privileged status of modal intuitions in the same way as it is usually done with the observational data in natural science: Unlike the latter, the former cannot be seen as causal effects of the very facts they report. The modal “facts”, such as, say, the necessity of water being H2O or the contingency of water being a clear liquid, seem unfit to play such a causal role. Causal relations connect contingent facts or events, but modal “facts” obtain with necessity.

   But even if I am wrong and the natural model is applicable to modal realism, this would not make modal intuitions unrevisable on the realist view. As we have seen, even the natural model leaves room for re-interpretations of data, provided only that the spurious data can be explained away by an appropriate theory that accounts for our tendencies to be misled in our immediate reactions. Dworkin’s example was “the laws of optics” in the case of mirages. I am not sure how such a theory could look like in the case of spurious modal intuitions, but I guess that evolutionary psychologists could come up with some useful explanations in this context.

   What about Kripke’s own views on the nature of modalities? Is he a realist or not? Some passages in the Preface to Naming and Necessity might suggest that he is drawn to the anti-realist standpoint. Thus, in discussing the notion of a possible world, Kripke draws an analogy with the “miniworlds of school probability”. For example, the set of such possible miniworlds may consist of the thirty-six possible outcomes of a throw with a pair of dice, as regards the numbers shown. 

The thirty-six possible states of the dice are literally thirty-six ‘possible worlds’, as long as we (fictively) ignore everything about the world except the two dice and what they show (and ignore the fact that one or both dice might not have existed). [1972, p. 16] 

Now, “possible worlds”, as Kripke normally uses this term, “are little more than the miniworlds of school probability blown large.” [p. 18] Just like the miniworlds of school probability, they are idealized abstractions. In fact, since they are meant to be “total ‘ways the world might have been’, or states of the entire world,” “[t]o think of the totality of all of them involves much more idealization … than the less ambitious elementary school analogue.” [p. 18]

   These passages suggest an anti-realist, conventionalist picture, on which possible worlds are best seen as theoretical constructs that are introduced by the theorist because of their usefulness for logical and heuristic purposes.

The main and the original motivation for the ‘possible world analysis’ – and the way it clarified modal logic - was that it enabled modal logic to be treated by the same set theoretic techniques of model theory that proved so useful when applied to extensional logic. It is also useful in making certain concepts clear. [ibid., p. 19, fn. 18] 

   However, this constructivist tenor of Kripke’s remarks about possible worlds does not carry over to his interpretation of modal ascriptions. That a feature accrues to an object merely contingently, or that the object has another feature with necessity, are claims that Kripke appears to take very seriously and literally. He may be an anti-realist about possible worlds but he does seem to be a full-blown realist about possibility and necessity. If I read him correctly, he thinks that, in a sense, there is just one world. That’s the world in which we live. But in that world certain connections are necessary while others are merely contingent, quite independently of how this world is being represented.
 

   This said, I should add that we do not need to follow Kripke’s realist lead, if we don’t want to. Many of his ideas in the metaphysics and semantics of modality will be valuable even for those philosophers who tend to view modal features of the world as our own conceptual contributions – as parts of the overall structure that we project on the world out there to make it understandable.
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� Kripke 1972, pp. 144 – 155; cf. also pp. 98 – 100.


� Cf. Davidson’s essays ‘Mental Events’, ‘The Material Mind’ and ‘Psychology as Part of Philosophy’ in Davidson 1980.


� Some of the early proponents of that theory, in the late 50-ies and early 60-ies, were U.T. Place [1956, 1960], Herbert Feigl [1958], and J.J.C. Smart [1959, 1961. In the 60-ies, the theory was further developed by David Lewis [1966] and, most prominently, by David Armstrong [1968].


� This categorical claim should be qualified. The identity statement that involves two non-rigid designators d and d’ may still be necessarily true (or at least true in all those worlds in which d and d’ designate anything), if the two designators necessarily co-vary, i.e., vary in designation from one possible world to another but still always designate one and the same object. As an example, think of the definite descriptions “the closest friend of Cicero” and “the closest friend of Tully”. These two non-rigid designators necessarily co-vary: Since “Cicero” and “Tully” rigidly designate one and the same man, the expressions that refer to the closest friend of that man pick out the same person in every possible world (in which they designate anyone), even though the person in question may vary. 


� In claiming that “characteristic theoretic identifications like ‘Heat is the motion of molecules’ are not contingent truths but necessary truths”, Kripke by “necessary” does not mean just “physically necessary” but “necessary in the highest degree –whatever that means”. “Physical necessity might turn out to be necessity in the highest degree. But that’s a question I don’t wish to prejudge. At least for this kind of example, it might be that when something’s physically necessary, it always is necessary tout court.” [ibid., p. 99]


� There is an obvious problem with this argument by Kripke: While “stimulation of C-fibers” may be read as a rigid designator, the same does not apply to “the type of cortex activation that is being caused by stimulation of C-fibers”, which is a more adequate description of the physical state with which pain is supposed to be identical. That definite description may well pick out different types of brain states (different types of cortex activation) in different possible worlds. This makes Kripke’s argument invalid. One way to save it would be to “rigidify” the relevant definite description, using the actuality operator. Then we would get the following statement of identity, which, if true, is necessarily true:�Pain = The type of cortex activation that actually (i.e., as things stand, in the actual world) is being caused by stimulation of C-fibers.


� Note that pain, as one normally experiences it, is phenomenologically localized in some part of the body. This kind of localized experience would seem to involve a rather extensive activation of other parts of the brain apart from the pain centre in the cortex. Some of these activations are responsible for one’s kinaesthetic perception of the relevant parts of the body, others for the general perception of one’s having a body to begin with, etc.


� Nor is it obvious to me that this model adequately describes the epistemic predicament of a moral realist.


� That all modal truths are necessary follows if we accept the S5-logic for modalities. On that logic, any modal statement is either necessarily true or necessarily false.


� In personal communication, Kripke has confirmed that this is a correct interpretation of his views. 





